Within the retail trade segment of the service sector, similar numbers appear. In 1979, 13.9 million people were employed in retail trade, in 1996 19.3 million were, an increase of 39 percent. Only one significant segment of the service sector experienced larger growth-professional services, with a 53 percent increase [4] .
In sum, while we are not purely a service economy, the service sector does provide the vast majority of jobs and job growth in the United States, with retail trade accounting for a large percentage of the jobs and job growth within that sector. Clearly, on-the-job safety of workers in the services in general, and retail trade in particular, is of growing importance. But, the truth is that the service sector and retail trade are dangerous places in which to work.
According to OSHA, 1,074 workers were murdered in the workplace in 1993, 1,071 in 1994 [5] . Workplace murder is the leading killer of working females (35 percent of their fatalities), and the second leading killer of working males. OSHA notes that, "the problem is especially acute in the service-sector industries . . ."
While murder is certainly the most severe, and attention-grabbing, case of workplace violence, it is only one of many forms of such violence. "For each murder," OSHA writes, "there are countless other incidents of workplace violence in which the victim is harassed, threatened, or injured, sometimes seriously . . ."
In July 1994, the Department of Justice (DOJ) released a statistical report titled "National Crime Victimization Survey." The survey found that nearly one million workers had been victims of violence while at work (this figure does not include murder). One in six violent crimes in the United States, according to the survey, occurs while working; 8 percent of all rapes, 7 percent of all robberies, 16 percent of all assaults occur on the job. Thirty percent of the victims of workplace violence face armed offenders; and of those armed offenders, one-third carry handguns.
Finally, and significantly, according to the DOJ survey, nearly two-thirds of these non-fatal assaults occur within the service sector; one-fifth of them occur in the retail trade industry.
An important question is, who is committing these acts of workplace violence? OSHA has divided such perpetrators into four categories: strangers (someone with "no legitimate relationship to the worker or workplace"); customers/clients (someone who "receives a service provided by the business"-I would add here that in the retail trade setting, the differences between a stranger and a customer are difficult to ascertain and probably irrelevant); co-workers, a person who has a personal relationship with the worker ("such as a current or former spouse or partner, a relative or a friend").
"Workplace violence" often conjures up in the popular imagination the image of a disgruntled employee, or former employee, entering his (or her) place of work and opening fire, "going postal," as the saying goes. Tragically, such incidents do occur-as do workplace attacks by a jilted lover, a deranged friendbut they are a small portion of workplace violence, and focusing too much on them misses the larger, frightening picture of workplace violence.
Returning to workplace homicides, the Bureau of Labor Statistics has found that just about half of all job-related homicides occur in retail trade (by comparison, 8 percent occur in taxicabs). Further, by an overwhelming margin, 73 percent, the motive for these murders in retail trade is robbery and the perpetrator is a stranger to the victim. Co-workers or former co-workers were responsible for only 4 percent of workplace homicides in 1992, 5 percent in 1993 [6] . All in all, it is far more dangerous to work in retail trade than in law enforcement, where 5 percent of job-related homicides occur.
There are economic as well as human costs to workplace violence. The DOJ survey showed that incidents of workplace violence cost 500,000 employees 1,751,100 lost work days a year, or about 3.5 days for each case. Annual total lost wages are estimated at $55 million.
Liability is also an issue. Third parties injured in the workplace due to violence have won significant awards in suits against negligent businesses. And, despite workers' compensation plans which usually bar such action, workers in some states have successfully sued their employers for negligence concerning workplace violence. OSHA sums up the cost of workplace violence in the following way:
When lost productivity, legal expenses, property damage, diminished public image, increased security and other factors are included, total losses from workplace violence probably can be measured in the billions of dollars.
Since a large percentage of this violence occurs in retail trade, as the data has shown, that sector bears a large amount of the economic cost.
WHY IS THE RETAIL WORKPLACE SO DANGEROUS AND WHO IS RESPONSIBLE?
OSHA has identified a number of risk factors that may lead to violence in the retail workplace [7] . These are,
• Contact with the public • Exchange of money • Delivery of passengers, goods, or services • Working alone or in small numbers • Working late-night or early-morning hours • Working in high-crime areas
While not all retail settings will contain all of these risk factors, many will, and few if any retail settings will have none of them.
But who is responsible for dealing with these factors; who is responsible for the prevention of violence in the workplace? The employer is. The law makes that clear. According to Section 5 (A) (1), the General Duty Clause, of the Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970, every employer is required to ". . . furnish to each of his [or her] employees employment and a place of employment which are free from recognized hazards that are causing or likely to cause death or serious physical harm to his [or her] employees." More specifically, according to OSHA, this requirement includes inspection of the workplace to find and correct dangers or hazards and the provision of clear warning of their existence. Finally, OSHA maintains-quite correctly and obviously-that the requirements of the General Duty Clause unequivocally apply to situations, real or potential, of workplace violence (see [5] ).
The General Duty Clause mutes any arguments against acting to prevent violence in the retail workplace. Two arguments, however, should be addressed here, as they are not without merit and are commonly raised [8] .
The first argument is that in certain occupations, say that of a convenience store clerk, there is an assumption of risk on the part of the employee. In other words, the possibility of violence is simply part of the job. As the Indianapolis Star has written, in defense of small retail stores, "By nature, certain types of businesses are themselves a 'recognizable hazard' to owners and employees and, under certain circumstances, the people who patronize them. They cannot be made risk-proof" [6, p. 6] .
Certainly, some jobs are more vulnerable to violence than others, and probably they cannot be made "risk-proof." Still, as I will discuss below, risk can be significantly reduced. Morally and legally, as Jordan Barab writes, "The fact that a job may be inherently prone to violence means not that nothing should be done, but that extra efforts need to be made to ensure the employees' security" [6, p. 6] .
The second argument contends that retail workplace violence is simply the result of a violent society, and we cannot fairly expect employers to be responsible for the nature of the society in which they do business. Here too, there is some truth; much violence in the retail workplace is a reflection of a violent society, but it does not follow that we must wait for improvements in society to improve security on the job. Again, Jordan Barab:
The workplace . . . is-or can be-a much more controlled environment than the streets. Even in the most dangerous neighborhoods, measures can be taken in all-night convenience stores that will significantly reduce the incidence of robbery [6, p. 7 ].
Retail workplace violence, then, takes an enormous human and economic toll each year in the United States, and it is inarguably the responsibility of the employer to act to prevent as far as possible this violence. What specifically might be done?
MAKING THE RETAIL WORKPLACE SAFER
Recently, OSHA has released two publications, both previously footnoted in this policy statement, that offer extremely useful recommendations for stemming the tide of retail workplace violence; the publications are "Recommendations for Workplace Violence Prevention Programs in Late-Night Retail Establishments" (1998), and "Workplace Violence Awareness and Prevention" (2000). The first publication is obviously more narrow in focus, while the second deals with the more general problem of workplace violence, though its focus too is on the retail sector, and is more detailed in its recommendations.
The 1998 publication lists the following recommendations to reduce the dangers of retail work:
• Improve visibility by providing adequate lighting and installing mirrors; keep signs and shelves low. This list is not meant to be all-inclusive nor is it necessarily the case that all retail establishments should adopt all of the measures on the list. But they are good ideas, and the list incorporates what many retail firms are already doing. Thus, OSHA recommendations have generally been well-accepted. A significant exception, however, is the National Association of Convenience Stores (NACS). NACS opposes the recommendations for increasing staff and installing bullet-resistant enclosures and will continue to do so until ". . . science can show that the provisions are truly effective" [9] .
Cost no doubt is a consideration here, and not inappropriately, as implementing the recommendations will cost money and may be especially onerous for small non-chain convenience stores. But such opposition is short-sighted; not acting against retail violence will in the long (and not-so-long) run cost far more, as the data on the economic price of workplace violence cited above make clear.
Curious, too, is the NACS demand that these recommendations be shown by "science" to be effective. How, ethically, might this be done? Surely, we cannot have two clerks in one store at night and one clerk in another store, and see who gets shot first. NACS would have a point if all OSHA was doing was setting up an uninformed and random laundry list of things to do to prevent workplace violence, but this is not the case.
The recommendations are only a very small part of a much larger workplace violence awareness and prevention program, based on the experience of actual and successful efforts of this type, which OSHA suggests all retail establishments should set-up (the exact nature and extent of the program would depend on the size and nature of the establishment). One of the major purposes of this larger program would be to ascertain the specific problems concerning workplace violence in specific retail workplace settings in order to take specific actions to eliminate or reduce as far as possible such violence. I briefly outline below the main points of this program as presented in the OSHA publication "Workplace Violence Awareness and Prevention."
OSHA first of all emphasizes that an effective workplace violence prevention program must begin with management commitment to such a program and desire to involve employees in all steps of the program. This commitment should be written down in a statement made available to all employees. Reducing workplace violence should be-and really must be-a cooperative, not adversarial, process.
OSHA next suggests the establishment of a "Threat Assessment Team" with overall responsibility for a violence awareness and prevention program. The team should include managers/owners, employees, and, for larger establishments, representatives from such areas as human resources and security.
The With all of the above in place, the Threat Assessment Team should develop procedures for "Incident Reporting," "Incident Investigation," "Incident Follow-up," and "Incident Evaluation." These steps will ensure that the violence awareness and prevention program will be an on-going effort, that it will evolve and respond effectively to new threats to the health and safety of all who work at the retail site.
"Workplace Violence and Prevention" goes into far greater detail than I have explained here on the elements of an effective program. It also provides samples of documents the assessment team might use, such as an "Employee Security Survey," an "Inspection Security Check List," and an "Incident Report Form." The publication is of inestimable value to managers and owners who truly want to reduce the risk of violence in their retail workplaces. The way is there, if there is the will.
TOWARD AN OSHA STANDARD
In the two publications discussed above, OSHA goes out of its way to assure employers that its recommendations are just that, recommendations; that employers should "consider" them, and that implementation is "voluntary." Unfortunately, in the long history of efforts to improve workplace health and safety in the United States, voluntary approaches have not been all that effective; some employers have responded, many have not. This is why OSHA exists in the first place.
While it is true that the "General Duty Clause" gives OSHA the power to act against employers who have poor records in the area of retail workplace violence, there are problems with relying on this approach.
First of all, a confusing situation is created. On the one hand, OSHA tells employers that efforts to reduce workplace violence are voluntary, yet on the other hand threatens employers with OSHA intervention through the General Duty Clause if such efforts are not implemented. It remains unclear what an employer should do or must do, what type of liability an employer faces, and when OSHA will and will not act. NACS has a point when it notes that, "The recommendations aren't mandatory, but some retailers worry that they'll be open to lawsuits if they don't follow the new guidelines" [10] . Such confusion would be ameliorated by the promulgation of an occupational safety standard on retail workplace violence that as clearly as possible spells out the legal responsibilities of employers in this area.
Second, while the "General Duty Clause" does empower OSHA to act against workplaces with high incidences of violence, it is no substitute for a clearly stated standard. The promulgation of such a standard would unambiguously allow OSHA to implement its full panoply of powers-inspection, citation, and so forth-and spell out clearly when OSHA can and will act against the problem of retail workplace violence.
No worker in the United States should ever have to face the prospect of violent attack as part of his or her workplace environment. This is both a moral and a legal imperative. Every effort must be made to eliminate as far as humanly possible such violence. In the final analysis, only an OSHA standard can achieve this goal.
END NOTES

